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ABSTBACT 

Three developmental approaches to teacher education 
are examined in;an effort to determine a coherent theoretical 
framework of criteria for evaluating the effectiveness of education 
programs. The first is discussed in 'terms pf the develcpment in a 
teacher of concern for student achieveioent and increasing willingness 
to be flexible in adapting new innovations that may improve student 
learning. The second approach to teacher development is based on the 
applicaticn of scales designed to identify the ability to take 
multiple perspectives, to be eropathetic, and to employ principled 
moral reasoning. The third developmental approach to teacher 
education seeks to produce teachers whc are nondirective, and who 
will promote developmental growth in children. The rationale for each 
of these approaches is discussed and the justification of each by 
leading proponents is presented, A critique of all three approaches 
is offered, (JD) 
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Abstract 

A perennial problem in teacher education is the establishment 
of criteria of effectiveness- In a previous paper, the authors 
identified three approaches to the use of developmental concepts 
in teacher education research and practice. Explicit and implicit 
criteria of effectiveness are drawn from each of these three approaches. 
Justifications for the criteria are explicated within the framework 
of the corresponding approach. Finally, the criteria and their 
rationale are critically discussed, drawing on critiques of develop- 
mental theory and practice in other fieXds- 
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liiu^ini^; o rfccLivc'iiesa criteria on tlioorios of LcucMicr clcvt^]op:iioiu 
IriLroducLion 

Any attempt to improve or evaluate an cducaLional program iTuifiL attend 
to the program's goals. Without some idea of these goals, one cannot 
make defensible decisions about program change, nor can one see how 
to use evidence of program outcomes to justify claims of program success 
or failure* Research designed to improve program performance must 
also consider program goals to choose appropriate dependent measures* 

The program goals can be described as criteria for program 
effectiveness* One can say that the program has been effective if 
specific criteria are met* For example, the effectiveness for a 
program to prepare typists might be a specified minumum number of words 
typed per minute and no more than some specified number of errors 
per page* Teacher effectiveness research may be seen as the search for 
predictors of effective teaching, where the criteria for effective 
teaching are pupil gains on standardized tests of reading and mathematics* 

One inhibitor to the improvement and evaluation of teacher education 
may be unclarity (or perhaps confusion) about the criteria for effective 
teacher education (Lanier & Floden, 1978)* For at least the past 
forty years, we have seen repeated cycles of passionate pleas for 
serious thought about the goals of teacher education (with accompanying 
head-nodding from teacher educators and researchers), flurried attempts 
to develop lists of goals, and criticism that the lists do not have any 
firm basis* We are now at the end of a recent cycle under the name of 
PBTl^ or CBTK* In this cycle, a basis for some criteria of effective 
teacher education has been found in the literature of research on teaching* 
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!jitt tJK* n.^st*arclt hasi*; can only sitppoiU a fr;!cLion of Liju ranj^c of 

of a Lcaclicr cdncaLion program. I.Von ihesc rcsoarcii bamod 
criLcria may bo open to qucsLion* At the very least, attempts muMi he 
made to define and defend other criteria of effectiveness?, whether as 
a supplement or a replacement to the research based criteria (Floden 
& Lanier, 1979)* 

Perhaps such criteria can be found in the literature on teacher 
development* Particularly in the past decade, several groups of 
researchers and teacher educators have advocated a shift to a develop- 
mental approach in the study and practice of teacher education* In 
the broader educational community there has been a concomitant shift 
from the rhetoric of teacher training to that of staff development, 
though the extent of a conscious change in meaning is not always clear* 

In a recent review of the literature on teacher development, 
we identified three distinct approaches (Nemser & Floden, 1980). 
Each will be described later in this paper. They may be distinguished 
by their associated groups of researchers and practitioners* T!he 
first approach grew out of Frances FuHer*s work at the University of 
Texas, and has been extended by Gene Hall and his associates in Austin* 
T!he second approach has been elaborated mainly by the faculty of the 
Department of Psychoeducational Studies at the University of 
Minnesota, and by their students* T!he third approach is associated with 
a geographical ,/ more widely dispersed group, primarily the leaders of 
Teachers * Centers. 

In this paper wc CL^itically review the criteria for effccLiv^o 
teacher education explicit or implicit in each these approadies to 
tcac\ier development. We proceed throuc^h each approach in threii steps: 



spuclfyiiiii xAii^ CL-iLuria,. duscL'il)in^ i\ii2 way in wltich criluL^ia UL^e 

(or ini^liL be) jusLiriccl from Wiiiiin tliu amjruacli, and criLicjuin^ Llic 
crin^rin and Lfielr jufJL If lea L ion. 

We approached this task with the hope chat we might find at Least 
one set of criteria that would exemplify whaL we think is needed defensible 
criteria for effective teacher education. Such an example would not imply 
that all teacher education programs should adopt these criteria, but 
rather that every program should have criteria, and furthermore 
should be able to articulate a defense of their criteria. We will show 
that we^were disappointed in our hope* 

Our second hope in approaching the task was that we would be 
able to provide a balanced assessment of the promise of the movement 
to teacher development* Education is a field prone to the joys and 
disappointments of bandwagons* As each new^ldea emerges^ it is seen 
as the solution to myriad problems, but later disappointments lead 
to uncritical rejection of all aspects of the idea* We see some worth-* 
while facets of the developmental approach to teacher education, but 
fear that the approach has serious limitations. We hopie that an early, 
clear appreciation of the weaknesses of the approach will allow its 
strengths to survive once the novelty has worn off* Ttie recent surge of 
criticisms of prominent theoties of psychological and moral development 
makes a consideration of the deficiencies of teacher development 
particularly timely. — 
Fuller & Hall 

The first approach grows out of Frances Fuller's description of the 
stages that people pass through as they gain experience with Leaching. 
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Fullur's catrJ.y work dcscribud Lliu ctiant^ct; in concuLUK of iiulividuais in 
prc-.sC!L"vice teacher ciducaLion and in Che early yuars oL' Luachin^, 
Ccne Hall and his collaborators iiave adaptad the <sCai;es of concern 1.0 
the adoption of innovations by inscrvice teachers, and have added the 
dimensions of levels of use and configuration of implementation* 

Criteria ^ Criteria of effectiveness can be described in terms of 
three dimensions of development: stages of concern, level of use, and 
configuration of implementation* T!he work of both Fuller and llall 
includes the first dimension, while only Hall considers the other two. 

T^ie most desirable stages of concern are those related to impact on 
the students* At this stage the primary concerns that teachers have are that 

what they are doing in the classroom affects students and that they 

are able to see these effects* These concerns are contrasted to concerns 

about survival as a teacher (Can I control the class? Does the principal 

think I'm doing a good job?) and concerns about the teaching tasks (Did 

I present the lesson in the way I was suppose to? Can I work this math 

problem without making a mistake?)* (See Fig, 1)* 

Uhen concerns are '^mature", i.e., characteristic of experienced 
superior teachers, concerns . seem to focus on pupil gain and self 
evaluation as opposed to personal gain and evaluations by others* 
T!he specific concerns we have observed are concern about ability 
to understand pupils' capacities, to specify objectives for them, 
to assess their gain, to partial out one's own contributions to 
pupils* difficulties and gain and to evaluate oneself in terms of 
pupil gain (Fuller, 1969, p* 221)* 

For Ftiller (and also for Hall) a major goal of teacher education is to 

move teachers to the stage of impact concerns. "Our objective is 

to mature the concerns of students, that is, to move undergiraduate ^ 

education students from concerns abouL them^;clves toward coticcriis 

about pupils" (Fuller, 1970, p* 4). 
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m Hall's vjork, Liu; Itwclrt of Ui^u run from lack of kiiowli'tl;',o 
about an innovation, Lhrouj^h acqtiiL^inj/, in CoruiaL Ion aboul Lliu innovation, 
to mechanical use of the innovation, routine use of the innovation, and 
finally refinement on one's owti, integration with the efforts oC 
colleagues and search for alternatives* (See Fig* 2)^ Unlike the 
stages of concern, howevet. Hall is ambivalent about trying to move 
teachers toward the latest stages. In terms of implementing the 
innovation, the level of routine use is seen as more desirable than 
prior levels* It is not clear that the later levels, in which the 
teacher modifies the innovation for various reasons, are preferable to 
routine use* A clear criterion for eff ectivensss in the adoption of 
the innovation is getting the teachers at least to the level of 
routine use* 

Hie final dimension considered in Hall's work is the configuration 
of implementation* l^is dimension is a continuum (rather than a 
sequence of stages or levels) running from an exact replica of what 
the innovation's dWeloper envisioned, through various possible 
modifications of the developers model, to something that in no way 
resembles the innovation. At some point along this continuum, one 
crosses the "point of drastic mutation" after which whatever the 
teacher is doing would no longer be appropriately called implementing 

the innovation- In some papers. Hall suggests that the criteria 
of effectiveness along this dimension is to have the teacher . implementing 
the innovation exactly as the developer intended it* For example, in 
discussing implementation of a new science curriculum, he refers to 
"teach in^^ science at a iiigh quality (Impact concerns, ideal con fi;;ura Lion)* 
(Hall, 1978^ p* 26). At other points, the issue of the preferability oT 
any point along this continuum seems less clear (llall & Loucks, 1978)* 
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JusLirtcaLXuiw 'i'liC iioal oL" inipacL conctjuiKs is pL^iiuari Ly dc'i\'inJu'd 
by an appeal lo lIic coinmoii sense ncLiui) Dial iL is good Lur Lu;ich<jr.s Lo 
be concc;rncd abouL student Icaruing* "An iniportanu lank Tor Leaclicr 
education is Lo help teachers to implement their concerns about pupils 
since better teaching is probably associated with concerns about pupils 
rather than concerns about self" (Fuller & Eowu, 1975, p* 40)* Hall 
appeals to common sense as well, but explicitly links impact concerns to 
pupil learning, rather than making global reference to good teaching* H 
says that "the professional development of individual teachers* * *will 
ultimately result in higher quality learning for children" (Hall & 
Loucks, 1978, p* 53)* No empirical data are presented to substantiate 
the link between concerns about impact and student learning, but recent 
evidence of the correlation between a teacher's sense of efficacy and_ 
student achievement is suggestive* 

The effectiveness criterion of routine level of use tnay be 
defended both by appeal to common sense and by appeal to empirical 
research* Since Hall*s work is cast in terms of investigating the 
implementation of an innovation, it seems quite reasonable that at 
least routine use of the innovation is desired* T!he levels of infor- 
mation gathering and planning certainly don*t count as cases of im- 
plementation, and mechanical' use is, by definition, often "disjointed 
and superficial" (Hall, 1978, p* 14), a situation that seems clearly 
less desirable than stable, smooth performance* Hall supports the 
adoption. of innovations as a goal by asserting their general value* 
"III educaLioti, we liave vory few really t^ad iiinovaL'io:\ ■: ^..-^ y 

vury ^;uoO iriiovLiLioni; I'tin:: havo nor. Si^f^w i he l^s,'^i. of day'^ (tuilL, 19?'S 
p. 3/0- 



!lion;',h LitLlo rci^onvch ^uik tfoiUi to fM;tuihie tin.' \ink lu-UK-fii 

Li. Vi.- J of use i-iLHl s f.u cIl-iU Lu J t u 111^ . , t hi ■ i.i^ so;tK- t v L^k tuji.' 
routtinc uf?c has dcsirablo cousequence.s for sLiidciiL Icarnliij^ * In 
a study of the ImpLGmentatton of an IndivtdualtzGd insLruction, 
student achievement in mathematics increased as level of use increased* 
Achievement in reading increased up to the levels of mechanical and - 
routine use, but then decreased teachers began to modify the in- 
novation, i,e*, to move to the -later levels of use* Hall's apparent 
ambivalence about levels of use beyond routine is supported by these - 
data. 

The common sense rationale for not chosing a level beyond routine 
use for an effectiveness criterion is that teachers as these later 
levels may modify the innovation so that it takes a configuration 
farther from the ideal* The justification for chosing the ideal 
innovation configuration as a criterion of effectiveness is apparent 
when one considers that Hall and his associates are casting their work 
in the context of the adoption of innovations* By definition, the 
ideal configuration of implementation is the one that most closely, 
i,e,, perfectly, resembles the innovations to be implemented. Hence, 
any departure from the ideal configuration indicates a partial failure 
to implement the innovation, . If you want to implement an innovation, 
one criterion of effectiveness is that what is actually implemented is 
the relevant innovation* 

Critique * A difficulty with the criterion of impact concerns is th 
variation it allows regarding what sort of impact the teacher hopes to 
have on the students. Teaehers who iiave such concerns miglit raii^e Erom 
those hoping students learn grade level facts and skills to those 
hoping to produce self-motivated learners. This criterion also does 




bra inwa fill Llie j.r ^ LikIuiH s Cruiii a i)rc>v,L^arM t luu l^JaclK:^^i I u i nst jM I 

in studcnLs an apprccl£ition for reasonable argntncnt:.* flip proiw^niH 
would be equally effective as long as Llioy both produce Lcaclicrs 
concerned that pupils are affected by instruction* 

Room for variation need not be a problem if the criterion for 
effectiveness is supplemented by other criteria regarding the 
appropriate sorts of impact and the desirable means of achieving that 
impact* T^iere is great danger, however, in giving too much emphasis 
to impact concerns, lest the importance of other aspects of t?^acher 
education be ignored* Only extreme relativists would say that no 
judgments of appropriate educational content (or methods) can be made 
and that the criterion of impact concerns can stand on its own. 

How important is it to establish an empirical link between impact 
concerns and pupil achievement? If impact concerns are only seen as 
desirable because of a presumed link to student achievement, then 
this criterion holds .no privileged position relative to the many other 
things presumed to enhance achievement, e.g*, enthusiasm, knowledge of 
subject matter, ability to maintain order* In that case, empirical 
investigation plays a prominent role in the justification of this 
criterion. Perhaps, though, ^ Fuller's link between "better teaching** 
and impact concerns goes beyond increases in student learning. It seems 
strange to say that someone is a good teacher, but doesn't care whether 
students learn anytTilng* Likewise, it seems reasonable to say, 
"Studontf: learn a lot from him, btit he isn't a good teacher — he doesn't 
care about students^ learning.'* If caring about impact on students is 
part of what we mean by good toacliing, then the status of impact concoi-n 
as a criterion for effective teacher education is not dependent on 
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empirical liwcsLti^jaLloiu 

[\ut cr i Lu r i a ti^isuc iix Lc:d w i Lh iLtvcl-H oT iisc! aiKl wi 1 1» conri):u im t iun 
of inipU*iiiciUat.ion (and iruloed tiho use of sLa>;c!H (if concern In Ikill's 
work) arc problcmaLic in the thoir rolatJan-'ihip to tcacliL^r GdiicaLiDii. 
These criteria seem reasonable for judging whether a district curriculuTn 
office has been successful in promoting the adoption of new curricular 
materials or a new teaching approach. But it makes little sense to 
say that getting an innovation adopted is teacher education, or 
especially to talk of it as tocher development. (It should be noted 
that Hall and his associates are seldom--if ever--gGilty of proposing 
their ideas as a way of desribing teacher development. Particularly 
because of their roots in Fuller's work, however, those reading Hallos 
work often make the connection.) T^iough adoption of some innovations 
may be accompanied by profound changes in teachers. Hall's general 
model does not: imply any changes ia teachers, beyond the change that 
the' teacher is capable of using different materials or a different 
technique. As far as trying to make positive changes in teachers^ 
(which seems certainly a part of teacher education) the only connection 
with adoption of innovations would seem to be the ability to quickly 
adapt to whatever Innovations are pushed this year. Cooperative and 
quickly malleable teachers make it easier to rapidly achieve the 
criteria of effective innovation adoption. 

A troublesome aspect of this entire approach is the removal of 
curriculum decision making responsibility from the teacher and giving 
it to Lho devclopGr5J of innovation!^. SLaCf development is seen as a 
process for getting tcactiers to adopt externally determined methodic 
and goals. One clear illuKtration of this removal of responsibility 
is found in a recommendation to avoid discussing an innovation with a 
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Lcaciiet in Lcrm.s of '.l\s hcnc Ci Lk for p t ucienl's . " rlu* chiin|^,<^ f^ic i i i I n 1 iM' 
i^houlJ downplay lIic c(jiKScc|nL!ncc:s oC tlic innoyaLioii Tor .^likIi^mHs" (ilull, 
1978, p. 11). Ijhile this; rnay be the best way to get the innovation 
adopted, it eertainly will not do much to increase the role of the 
teacher in deciding whether the innovation, or indeed the intended 
outcomes of the innovation, are worthwhile* The justification for 
this approach appears to be that teachers are people whose job it 
is to implement innovations, rather than autonomous professionals* 
This assumption is controversial, ^nd is hidden by the description of 
teacher's professional development in terms of stages of concern or 
levels of use* 

More troublesome from the perspective of our search for criteria 
based on a model of teacher development is that none of the justifications 
for the criteria depend on the developmental model Fuller and Hall 
have constructed* The reasons for hoping that teachers will have 
impact concerns are not dependent on the sequence of progressively 
resolved stages thiat have been empirically documented* If for example, 
the model-has turned out quite differently, with teachers beginning 
with impact concerns and later moving to concerns about themselves 
(Will I get that raise? Do I have a chance to become a principal?), 
the criteria of effectiveness would not change* One would still prefer 
to have teachers with impact concerns, even though these teachers are 
less developmental ly "mature"* This is not so much a criticism of 
the theorists as a failure for them to provide what we had hoped 
to find--goalf; for teacher education defended in terms of a clear 
theoretical (developmental) framework* Ocher parts of the critique 
It.sted above do raise doubts about the adoption of these criteria of effec- 
tiveness* The criteria seem at once too general and too much dependent 




oil thu itlua of tcttciierri LcchnicuuiH * 

Sp^rintha U 6t pricks on 

The second approach to teacher devolopmcnt Uok been moat cJ.uarly 
articulated by the faculty of the tJiiiversity of Minnesota, Department 
of PsychoeducationaL Studies (particularly Norman Sprinthall and 
Lois V* Erickson) , and by their students. These individuals have 
advocated a theory of teacher development based on the application to 
teachers of developmental theories of K)hlberg, Loevinger and Hunt* 

Criteria * In this approach several different sets of criteria 
for effectiveness are mentioned at different points* The sets of 
criteria are seen as being inter-related, but it is not always clear 
what sort of relationship exists among them* For example, a set 
might be seen as desirable because it is thought to lead to another 
set* Or one set might be taken as synonomous to another set* The 
specific ambiguities will become clearer as the different sets are 
discussed below* 

First, a criterion for effective teacher education is movement 
toward a higher stage of development on one or more of the developmental 
scales applied* These scales are , drawn from the work of Kohlberg on 
moral reasoning, Loevinger on ego development, and Hunt on conceptual 
level* To oversimplify for the moment, each of the theories applied 
sees higher stage people as more able to see the perspectives of others, 
to think complexly and to act autonomously, rather than in. conformance 
with norms established by others* (See Fig* 3 and ^ig* 4) 

Second, effective teacher education will produce teachcri^ who 
are able to make multiple perspectives, to be empathic, and to employ 
principled moral reasoning* Here is a case of unclear relationships* 
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I'his set; ot criteria is slated separately, but seems to have cleav 
overlap with the set above* Is this second set seen as desii'able 
because o£ its association with higher stages? Is the first set 
worthwhile beciause it is believed that higher stage people are more 
likely to be empathic, etc? Is it assumed that you can^t be empathic 
unless you are at a high stage? These relationships must be understood 
if some subset of the criteria is selected. 

T^iird, effective teacher education will produce teachers who are 
non-directive, non-authoritarian, indirect and u&e many teaching 
models. The same questions about relationships arise here. 

Fourth, effective teacher education will produce teachers who 
promote developmental growth in children. Again, is this the ultimate 
goal to which all the goals above are means? T^ie literature never 
makes this clear. 

l^ese four sets of goals are assumed to be strongly associated 
with one another. If it is the case that achieving one set ensures 
that you achieve all the rest, then no problem arises. But if the 
sets are logically and empirically distinct, it will be important to sort 
out which sets are the ultimate goal, and which are merely possible 
means to reaching that goal. Or are the four sets all held to be 
worthwhile in their own right? 

Justification . T^ie criteria in terms of higher developmental 
stages are often justified by reference to Dewey, '*If we know what 
development is, then, with Dewey and others, we know something of 
what education ought to be" (Sprinthall, 1978, p. 14). ^rtiat is, more 
advanced developmental stages are better, and hence should be taken as 
educational goals. fhis theme is also supported by favorable references 
to Kohlberg and Mayer (1972), who argue that progress to higher 
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6tlu-r Kt-'LK of LtiLcri.n lisu-J ahovL^ art; im[)li^:iiiy ju::;Lficd l>y Llti.^ 
raLionale, since hi^^hcr stage individuals have the ciiaracter istiqs 
described in the other sets* :rhls is thus a justificatory argument 
that assumes developmental level as the central goal, and other goals are 
valued as epiphenomena* 

T!he criteria in terms of higher stages are also defended on the 
basis of empirical studies relating developmental level to measures 
of teacher effectiveness* The most prominent studies in this area are 
those reported by Harvey, Hunt and Schroeder (1961)* T^iey indicate that 
teachers at a high conceptual level are more adaptive, flexible, 
creative and tolerant* Higher stage teachers have also been shown to 
be more indirect* 

A developmental approach to teacher education is also defended by 
pointing to the need for a new paradigm in teacher education* 
particular repeated reference is made to Shutes (1975) conclusion that 
the improvement of teacher education requires a guiding theoretical 
framework* * " ^ 

Finally, Hurt and Sprinthall (1976) cite problems in American 
education ranging from the loss of intrinsic pupil motivation to the 
degeneration of naich of much of schooling to mindless routine, and 
assert a connection between these ills and the ineffectiveness of 
teacher education programs in terms of developmental stage criteria, 
'*It is our view that the reasons for the dire effects of schooling 
delisted at the beginning* of this nrtlcle nre derived from the. modci^t 
levels of cognitive and moral developnjcnt of classroom teachert^*' (Hurt 



6 Sprinthall, 1976, p. .118), 
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rlie criLcTia of cmpaLliy and abillLy to uciko ninlLipIe 

pcr,spL:cLivL!5 arc defoncl<:d in Letiu;; of cffccLP on pupils* II is 
argued that: toaclicrs with these characteristics will be most likely 
to meet the needs of diverse children.^ 

Grit ique . The individuals taking this second approach are far 
from the first to use the argument that later developmental stages 
must be better (and hence worthy goals). But the argument remains 
subject to a criticism also raided many times before. To say that a 
later stage is better is to commit what philosophers call the genetic 
fallacy. T^iis fallacy can easily be seen by considering cases such as 
physical changes in the human body over the lifetime. One might argue 
that changes early in life are all to the better, but one would hardly 
continue the argument to conclude that lapses of memory associated 
with old age are desirable and should be taken as educational goals. 
Perhaps when we know what development is we know something about what 
education should be, but it doesn't follow that education should 
attempt to promote developmentally later stages of growth. 

A major difficulty with the empirical work cited to support the 
criteria of this approach is that the description of effective teaching 
associated with high conceptual level is itself open to question. In 
fact, some of the empirical studies only show relationships among the 
various sets of criteria for this approach. Are the empirical studies 
then to be taken as confirmations of the logical consistency of the 
sets of criteria, or as evidence for the value of the criteria advocated 
in this approach? The importance of the criteria of effective teaching 
used in the empirical studies is underlined by the use of Inlander's 
indirectness as evidence of effective teaching, 'l^hat is^ Sprinthall and 
others defend their goals for teacher education by reference to data showing 



Llia f icacliorfi ac ' Ivi^h diiVclopmenLal sLui^cS arc uiore indi. lucL * The 
difficLiLty arises because indirecLnes.*^ is now seldom considered a 
desirable teaching characteristic* The link to indirectness miirlu 
be considered a fault of the criteria, rather than a strength* 

The need for a new paradigm in teacher education seeins plausible 
enough* Our paper is Indeed a search for examples of theoretical 
frameworks that could be used to support specific criteria for 
effective teaeher education. The difficulty, of course, is that granting 
the need for a new paradigm does not speak for any particular new 
paradigm* Just because this second approach presents a new paradigm 
for teacher education doesn't mean that it is the new paradigm that 
should be selected* Indeed, one. can admit to. the desirability of 
change to something better without feeling compelled to move from the 
y^ld^ paradigm until a new one has been shown to be at least as good 
as the old, if not better* j 

Ttie link to the dismal state of education is an empirical 
speculation as yet unsupported* 

l^e link to being able to meet diverse children's needs seems 
reasonable* It is an empirical question, and one that would profit 
from research* One' difficulty to be avoided is defining children's 
needs in such a way that the results can be perfectly predicted* If, 
for example, children*s needs are defined as what seems most desirable 
from their perspective, and greater ability to meet needs is measured by 
ability to identify needs, then it is a trivial claim to say that 
tcacliors who are batter at talcing the perspectives of others will be 
better able to meet the needs of diverse children* If meeting needs of 
diverse children is, on the other hand, defined in some way Independent 
of multiple perspectives of the children, then the empirical question 

18 
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regains iLs intGrest (and also its imporLancG) 

Overall, the criLeria in tliis approacli suffers from a lack of 
specificity to education* llicy may do quite well zis^ goals Lhat tivcryone 
as an individual would like to reach* But should not tViG criteria for 
effective teacher education in some way relate to the teacher iu t:he role 
of professional? At the least, should not the defense of the criteria 
for teacher education make some reference to teaching and learning, 
rather than merely to general desirability? 

When the justifications for criteria for this approach do make 
educational references, they seem to have little relationship to 
the supposed developmental underpinnings* Conversely, the defense that 
seems developmentally grounded has little specific relationship to 
education, let alone to teacher education*. Again, our search for 
criteria for effective teacher education with a firm theoretical basis 
has been disappointed Also, as In examination of the first approach, 
the more general consideration of the criteria advocated by the appoach 
has raised serious questions about desirability. Independent of the fact 
that a neat logical structure Is absent. 

Advisors and Teachers* Centers 

The third approach has been put forward by diverse groups of people, 
most of whom were associated with either the active learning curriculum 
projects of the sixties or with the movement to promote concepts 
from the British infant schools in American education* The approach 
to teacher development can been seen as the Justification of tt'iacher 
education practices that clt.\sol.y [)arnllc] the practices that open oducatorK 
take with elementary and secondary school students* 
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CriLcrici * a^j is the Ctise for open educat ion pro;u":iiiis for 
children, Llie cri Leria for Leachur educalion o iLicclxvi^uL^Hs of len 
incLtide process goals as well as outcome goals* IhaL Is, the pro^^ram 
can be judged successful if the teacher educators are successful In 
creating a particular sort of learning environment, without examining 
explicitly the consequent changes in the participating teachers* 
To take an example from a different area, a process goal for an elementary 
mathematics class miglit be that every student practices addition facts* A 
p:."oduct goal would be that students' speed in recalling addition facts 
increases* It is not what you learn, but how you learn that is important. 

Some of the process goals are: 

1, '*Be responsive to teachers' own definitions of their continuing 
learning needs, rather than to school administrators', college 
professors', or curriculum committees' imposcid agendas" 
(Devaney, 1977, p. 150); 

2, Have the teachers " reacquaint thera(selves) with the experience 
of being exploratory learners" (Devaney, 1977, 

p. 151); 

3* Stimulate, support and extend the teacher in self-determined 
directions ; 

4* Introduce teachers to alternatives and provide support for 
change; and 

5* Build on teacher's motivation to take curricular responsibility* 
For each of these goals the corresponding criterion of effectiveness 
can be expressed in terms of the process of teacher education, rather 
than in terms of the outcomes. For example, the second goal would be 
met if the teachers in a program experienced active learning, even 
if the teachers* behavior and thoughts were not affected by the 
experience* (Most^ proponents of the approach assume that the teacher 
will be affected^^md the goal may be defended in terms of Likely 
outcomes* Still^^nci critciria for succc^ss refcirs to gcitting the process 
right, not to achiciving the desired changes in teachers)* 
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Product or ouLcomc i^oals are aliJO expressed by advocatcii of itiis 

Lhird approach* Broadly speaking, the teacher Gducatioii will have hcGO 

successful if the participating teachers closely resemble open educators 

in their teaching* More specifically, the teachers will: 

6, '^Diversify the focus in the classroom" (Devaney, 1977, 
p* 151) (different activities and goals for different 
children) ; 

7* T^iink about the reasons for curricular choices, rather 
than just thinking about procedures to be followed (move 
from the how's of teaching to the why's of teaching); 

8* Learn to make classroom decisions, not follow orders of 
others in the school system; 

9* Collaborate with other teachers; and 
10* Understand how children learn. 

Justification * Ttie justification for these criteria has three 
aspects* First, and perhaps most important to the teacher educators 
who take this approach, there is a theoretical (or ideological?) basis 
in the open education movement for children, and going back at least 
to the writings of John Dewey* Second, there is empirical evidence for 
the effects of open education on children and on teachers* Finally, 
there is empirical .evidence on the effects of approaches specifically 
within this developmental approach to teacher education* 

Dewey and Fiaget are the educational theorists most often cited to 
support the notion that education is an active rather than a passive 
learning process* T^iis idea is used to support a process of teacher 
education that places the emphasis on the teacher*s own directions for 
growth and own expressed needs* It is also a rationale for providing a 
supportive and stimulating environment, rather than trying to teach 
specific content* Trying to teach specific content assumes that th^^ teacher 
is a passive recipient of knouledi^e, rather than an active learner* 
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Tht; emphasis on active Icaraiiij; also providtiii goneral supporL 
for measuring succesiRfui Loatihcr educatiioti in Lcrms of leacitcrs' 
resemblance to open educators. "Hic open education approach is ^ecn 
as most appropriate to the idea that children are active learners. 
Hence, the teacher educators hope to Improve children's educational 
experiences by getting teachers to acknowledge the active learning of 
their pupils. Specifically, this supports the product criteria of 
diversified focus and understanding how children learn* It provides 
indirect support for emphasis on the why^s of teaching and learning to 
make classroom decisions. Unless teachers think about the purposes of 
instructional activities, and furthermore act on their convictions, 
they cannot be tailoring the curriculum to the specific interests and 
learning styles of the children. Any unthinking following of external 
direction or working through activities may address the interests of some 
children, but is virtually certain to be inappropriate for others. 
Again, the use of a standard curriculum for the selection of activities 
without attention to the purposes to be served, assumes that children 
are passive recipients of knowledge^ and that the activities and content 
can be chosen without consideration of the specific individual children 
iJ^ th is year*s class for this teacher. 

l^ere is some general empirical research on the strengths and 
weaknesses of an open education approach. Virtually all of the literature 
refers to elementary and secondary school teachers and their pupils, rather 
than to teacher educators and the teachers with whom they work. T!he 
advocates of ihis thii'd approach to teacher development make general 
reference to this empirical literature, both to show the value of the 
produet effectiveness criteria, aud to support the idea that teachers 
who receive this treatment will themselves become active learners. 



lliey assume thai teachers who are active learners will Lend to act 
more like open educators. 

Finally there are a few evaluations and research studies that 
look at this third approach to teacher development and its effects. 
T^iese include an external evaluation. of Lillian Weber's. Open Corridor 
Program and the study by Bussis^ Chittenden and Amarel (1976) of adviso 
programs. While advocates of this third approach find these empirical 
studies encouraging, they feel that empirical investigation of the 
approach has barely begun. They express need for such research, 
and admit that the existing empirical base is still extremely sparse. 

CritiQue . The classic problem for educational theories that 
emphasize self-directed learning is that even the theorists may not be 
willing to consistently support all directions the learning may take. 
The underlying assumption for process goals of building on interests 
and providing support is that the learning that results will be worth- 
while, though not predicatably aimed toward some narrow range of 
content.' The assumption is, of course, controversial, and difficult 
to accept without empirical verification. 

The advocates of this third approach to teacher development show 
such ambivalence. They advocate process goals and emphasize the 
likelihood of large differences among the learning for different 
teachers. But at the same time they hope, and sometimes assume, that 
for many teachers the direction of growth will be toward an open 
education approach. It seems that they gauge their effectiveness 
both by the learning climate created, and by the degree to which 
teachers who are emersed in this climate will grow toward reflecting 
on their educational purposes and taking responsibility for curricular 
decisions. Whether these two goals are coextensive is a question 
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for further study. 

It may also be tliat part of any observed tendency tovvurd 
open education among teachers educated using an approach meeting the 
process goals is due to the fact that teachers v/orklng with advisors 
or going to the Teachers* Center are already inclined to open up 
their classrooms. Indeed advocates of advisory programs and Teachers* 
Centers express considerable ambivalence about using their approach 
with the population of teachers as a whole. They put an emphasis on 
the internal motivation of teachers, and admit that not all teachers 
(perhaps few teachers) are motivated to change their professional 
practice. The importance of some match in philosophy of advisor or 
Teachers* Center staff and the teachers serve is supported by the 
research of Bussis, Chittenden and Amarel (1976), as well as by the 
experience of these teacher educators. Yet Attempts are often made 
to argue the applicability to a wider population, probably due to the 
perceived need for a broader base of political support. I^ny of the 
early Teachers* Centers financed their operations through small 
foundation grants with a limited time span. If the centers are to 
continue their operations, other funding must be solicited, and 
success in solicitation may d)&pend on arguments for the value of the 
program to a wide range of teachers. That value is less clear than the 
value to the teachers previously served. Again, additional evidence 
must he collected before we know whether the arguments in this 
approach to teacher development match the realities of current educational 
practice. 
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I'inally, the value of the product: ijoals is ai IcasL couLa^Lcd- 
Wliatovcr tfic ovidonce tor open education, it has not been sufficicut 
to persuade even a large minority of parents and teachers that tht^y 
should value an open education approach over other approaches. It is 
not clear to us whether the general failure to accept open education 
stems from an empirical basis, or from theoretical or ideological 
beliefs about learning. Do parents and educators reject Dewey and 
Piaget? Are there refutations of the arguments that link these 
figures to open education? Has the open education community been 
able to provide a clear articulation of the connection that they 
see, a defense of their educational goals from the theoretical 
framework? Perhaps we have in this third approach a po tential 
eicample of the defense of effectiveness criteria from within a 
developmental perspective. But to this point, we have not found the 
defense eicplicitly eicpressed. 

Conclus ions 

We 'had hoped to find among these three developmental approaches 
to teacher education one or more eicemplars of the justification of 
^oals for teacher education from within a coherent theoretical framework. 
All three. approaches have criteria for effective teacher education, and 
some justification can be found for criteria in each approach. But we 
failed to find a developmen tally based defense in any of the three 
cases. We continue to. believe in the worth of defensible criteria, 

but we must look elsewhere for the theory that will provide a defense.^' 

j 

Perhaps more intportantLy,. wc have found serious weaknesses in tiie ' 
defenses of criteria under all three approaches". Some^of the weaknesses 
are those common to most attempts to use developmental concepts to 



-23- 

provide educational goals* Other weaknesses are specific to the 
approaches examined* It is often difficult to find clear statements 
of justification, for the criteria proposed; the defense must be inferred, 
or constructed from scratch* The wisdom of using a developmental 
approach to provide effectiveness criteria for teacher education seems 
doubtful* This may be a bandwagon that one should refrain from riding* 

It does not follow that a developmental approach cannot make 
worthwhile contributions to teacher education* One area that may prove 
fruitful is the use of a developmental perspective to determine the 
likely effects of teacher education programs* An inservlce program 
may not affect a teacher with concerns about self in the same way 
that it influences a teacher with impact concerns* Teachers at a 
higher stage of cognitive development . may take quite different things 
from a graduate course in education than tea(!hers at lower stages* 
Teachers who already think about the why^s of teaching may learn 
different things from a demonstration of curriculum materials than 
teachers who focus on the how's. If teacher educators would benefit 
from a clearer knowledge of the likely effects of their instruction 
(and we hope that they would)^ then a developmental perspective may 
provide useful ways of using information about teachers to improve 
prediction of effects. 

We should emphasize that individuals in the approaches discussed 
above have often emphasized the value of development for diagnosis^ 
more so than they have advocated developmentally derived criteria of 
effectiveness. We hope that our analysis here will lead to a further 
de-emphasis on developmental goals for teacher education, and to greater 
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investigation of the possible uses of the study of teacher devGlopmeiit 
for understanding how vai'ious strategies for teacher education may he 
effective — where ef fectivenciss is defined and justified outside of the 
developmental theory* 
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STAGES 01^ CONCliliN ACOUT THli IMNOVATION 

Movi^-munt Lo Impac I Clone*.- rns i.p Coal l.^nclcr Fir,*? I Approach to 'Vtrinj\\cv Duvolopmenl 

r 6 RKKOCUSIMO: The focas is on exploration of norc universal benefits 
w i from the innovation, inclading the possibility of major changes or 
J I replacement with a more powerful alternative. Individual has 
^ \ definite ideas about alternatives to the proposed or existing form 
o J of the innovation* 

^ I 5 CO LIAEO RATION: The focus is on coordination and cooperation with 
^/ others regarding use of the innovation, 

f COMSEQUEMCE; Attention focuses on impact of the innovation on 
student in his/her Immediate sphere of influence* The focus is 
on relevance of the innovation for students, evaluation of student 
outcomes^ including performance and competencies, and changes 
needed to increase student outcomes* 

i >iANAGEMENT: Attention is focused on the processes and tasks of 
using the innovation and the best use of information and resources* 
Issues related to efficiency, organizing, managing, scheduling, and ' 
time demands are utmost, 

! PERSONAL; Individual is uncertain about the demands of the 

innovation, his/her inadequacy to meet those demands, and his/her 
role with the innovation* This includes analysis of his/her 
role in relation to the reward structure of the organization, 
decision making, and consideration of potential conflicts with 
existing structures or personal commitment* Financial or status 
implications of the program for self and colleagues may also be 
reflected, 

L INF0I5MATI0NAL: A general awareness of the innovation and interest 
in learning more about it is indicated* The person seems to be 
unworried about himself/herself in relation to the innovation* 
She/he is interested in substantive aspects of the Innovation in 
a selfless manner such as general characteristics, effects, and 
requirements for use* 

* ' 

) AWA.RENESS; Little concern about oir involvement with the innovation 
is indicated* 



(Adapted from Hall and Loucks, 1978; original concept from Hall, 
Wallace and Oossctt, 1973) 
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LEVELS OF USE OF THE INNOVATION 

MoWmcnl Lo (?ouLinc Is (loal under FirsL Approacli to 'rcacht.'r l\vciop:iK^!U- 



Levels oC Use 



Dcfinicion of Use 



0 

NONUSE 



State in which the user has little or no knowledge 
of the innovation, no involvement with the 
innovation, and is doing nothing toward becoming 
involved* 



ORIENIATIOET 



II 

PREPARATION 
III 

MECHANICAL USE 



IVA 
ROUTINE 



IVB 
REFINEMENT 



INTEGRATION 



VI 
RENEl^L 



State in vhich the user has recently acquired or 
is acquiring information about the innovation and/or 
has recently explored or is exploring its value 
orientation and its demands upon user and user system* 

State in which the user is preparing the first use 
of the innovation* 

State in which the user focuses most effort on 
the short*-term, day-to-day use of the Innovation 
with little time for reflection* Changes in 
use are made more to meet user needs that client 
needs. The user is primarily engaged in- a step- 
vise attempt to master the tasks required to use 
the innovation, often resulting in disjointed 
and superficial use*' 

Use of the innovation is stabilized* Few, if any, 
changes are being made in ongoing use* Little 
preparation or thought is being given to improving 
innovation use or its consequences* 

State in which the user varies the use of the 
innovation to increase the impact on clients 
within the immediate sphere of influence* 
Variations are based on knowledge of both short 
and long term consequences for clients* 

State, in which the user is combinoigovn efforts 
to use the innovation with related activities of 
colleagues to achieve a collective impact on clients 
within their common sphere of influence* 

State in which the user reevaluates the quality 
of use of the innovation, seeks major modifications 
of or alternatives to present innovation to achieve 
increased impact on clients, examines new developments 
in the field, and explores new goals for self and 
the system* 



(Adapted from Hall, 1978) 
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FTGtllUC 3 

KOflLliliUG ' S STAGES OF MOl^^VL DiiVELOmiiNT 



Level and Scage . 



Wliat People In this Stage Think Is Rifiht: 



LEVEL 1-PRECONVENTIONAL 
Stage 1-Heteronomous 
Morality 

Stage 2- Individualism 
Ins trumen tal Purpose , 
and Exchange 



To avoid breaking rules backed by punishment, 
obedience for Its own sake, and avoiding physical 
damage to persons and property* 

Following rules only when It Is to someone's 
Immediate Interest; acting to meet one*s own 
interest and needs and letting others do the 
same* Right Is also what's fair, what's an 
equal exchange, a deal, an agreement* 



LEVEL I I- CONVENTIONAL 
Stage 3-Mutual Interpersonal 
Expectations , Relationships , 
and Interpersonal 
Conformity 



Stage 4-Soclal System 
and Conscience 



Living up to what Is expected by people close 
to you or what people generally expect of people 
in your role as son, brother, friend, etc* 
"Being good" is important and means having good 
motives, showing concern about others* It also 
means keeping mutual relationships, such as 
trust, loyalty, respect and gratitude* 

Fulfilling the actual duties to which you have 
agreed* Laws are to be upheld except in extreme 
cases where they conflict with other fixed social 
duties* Right is also contributing to society, 
the group, or institution* 



LEVEL III- POST CONVENTIOMAL 
or PRINCIPLED 
Stage 5-Social Contract or 
Utility and Individual Rights^ 



Stage 6-Universal Ethical 



Being aware that people hold a variety of values 
and opinions, that most values and rules are 
relative to your group* These relative rules 
should usually be upheld, however. In the Interest 
of impartiality and because they are the social 
contract* Some nonrelatlve values and rights 
like Zi/e and tibertifj however, must be upheld 
in any society and regardless of majority opinion* 

Following self-chosen ethical principles* 
Particular laws or social agreements are usually 
valid because they rest on such principles* When 
laws violate these principles, one acts in 
accordance with the principle* Principles are 
universal principles of justlcet the equality of 
human rights and respect for the dignity of 
human beings as Individual persons* 



(Adapted from Oja, 1978*) 
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INTKRKKIAXIOI^S iVMONG DEVELOPMENTAL TUKOKIKS 

Movt>nL:ni Lo Hi-^licr i>ta^^c^; is Lhe Coal under j^cciond AnproaLMi Lo Tt^aclKTr 
Development 



Kohlberg* s 

Stages of 

Moral Development 



Loevinger ' s 

Stages of 

Ero Development 



Harvey, Hunt 
6c SchroecJer ' s 
Conceptual System Types 



4: Law & Order 



5B: Utilitarian 



I-l 

Presocial 



1: Obedience 
& Punishment 



>2: 

Impulsive 



2 : Instrumental 
Relativist 

3 : Interpersonal 
Concordance 



Self- 

Pro tective 
1-3: 



2 
3 



4-1/2 or A: 
Anarchistic 



>3/4: 

Conscientious- 
Conformist 



5A: 



Social 

Contract 

Legalistic 



>4 

Conscientious 



6 ; Conscienced 
or Principled 



1-4/5: 

Individ ualis tic 



1-5: 

Autonomous 



>6: 

Integrated 



(Adapted from Oja, 1978.) 
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